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VALUE AND EXISTENCE 1 

INTO the confusion of opinion which gathers about this topic, the 
philosopher who has learned discretion will venture only with 
the greatest care and trepidation. The philosophical triangle, exist- 
ence — truth — value, has shown itself susceptible of almost endless 
manipulation, with resulting endless confusion. One hears of 
"values" as existing 2 and of existence as a value, 3 and again both 
propositions are denied as palpable absurdities. It is said that 
"there is not a further something called value over and above the 
thing ; the value is part of the complex set of experiences that make 
up the thing" ; 4 but it is affirmed with equal conviction that "value 
is never part of the nature of any thing." 5 In one breath we speak 
of truth as a value belonging to judgments as such, and in the next 

1 Read in part before the American Philosophical Association, December, 
1915. Whatever may have been the feeling of other members of the Associa- 
tion as to the results of our discussion of the topic "Value and Existence" (I 
have understood that there are some who have felt that it did not take us far), 
I must confess to having benefited greatly. But while I have learned much, 
especially from the papers of Messrs. Perry and Sheldon, I must say that I 
was greatly disappointed in the lack of any fundamental and explicit discus- 
sion of the difficult problems that gather about the question itself as pro- 
pounded by the committee. I say explicit discussion, for that the problem 
was touched upon by implication goes without saying. It could not be other- 
wise. But as I have sought, since the meeting, to make clear to myself these 
implications as to the relations of existence and value, I have found them so 
confused and so contradictory that the desirability of a specific treatment of 
this topic has been more and more impressed upon me, and its relative neglect 
in the discussions of the Association has seemed more and more a matter for re- 
gret. This is my excuse for the publication of this paper, the only one which 
dealt specifically with the question. Though changed in detail and considerably 
expanded in essentials, it remains the same. 

2 Dewey (and the pragmatists in general); Sheldon; Perry. 

3 Windelband ; Bickert. 

4 Baldwin (from whom the quotation is taken) ; and many pragmatists and 
realists. 

5 Fisher, ' ' The Problem of the Value -Judgment, ' ' Philosophical Beview, 
1913, Vol. 22, p. 637 (from whom the quotation is taken) and Simmel, in 
numerous connections, but especially, "Philosophie des Geldes. " 
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we talk of the beautiful and the good, and other forms of value, as 
being special types of truth. There is scarcely one of the possible 
permutations and combinations of these three terms that has not had 
a serious representation in philosophy. 6 In consequence, "value" 
has, in the last decade, been a word to conjure with and, as every one 
knows, sleight-of-hand performances have not been lacking. The 
ideas, existence and reality, have always been equivocal, but with 
the prominence which the value notion has achieved in modern phi- 
losophy, their inherent ambiguity has lent itself to all sorts of 
legerdemain. 

Of this situation, I take it, the philosophical world is not wholly 
unaware. We know that we have been using the terms value and 
reality in different ways, and yet we are just beginning to make an 
effort to clarify the situation. It is generally recognized that there 
are at least two distinct uses of the value notion and in various 
quarters one may see evidences of an effort to distinguish clearly 
and consciously between what is called a "narrower" and "broader" 
use of the term. 7 The need of some such distinction is at least indi- 
cated by Miinsterberg's paradoxical statement that the "relative" 
values, as, for instance, those of economics, are really not values at 
all. Extreme as it is, this view serves at least to indicate a real cleav- 
age in thought. Only by such ambiguity in the value concept (and 
as we shall see later in the concept of existence also) is it possible 
to say, as Munsterberg does, both that "value exists" and "existence 
is a value." 

It is with this problem that the present paper will be largely 
concerned. The ambiguities in this notion have their source, I 
think, in the verbal forms of the "value- judgment" itself. There 
are at least three usages of the terms worth and value, each of which 
has been the starting-point for specific definitions or notions of 
value. The first of these is adjectival: A is valuable (or good) ; and 
in this the subjective reference to feeling or desire is uppermost. 
This is usually taken to be the normal form of the value judgment, 
and from it the concept of value in the narrower sense (the rela- 
tional) is developed. Again it is said: A has value and this form of 
speech leads to the concept of value as a quality. But finally there 
is also the judgment, A is a value. This we may call the substantive 
form. Following out this clue, there are those who conceive value as 
an entity or a form of objectivity. 

6 The discussions of the Association serve to bear out this statement, every 
one of these positions being represented, one or two of these contradictions 
appearing at times in the same paper, as, for instance, in Kallen's "Value and 
Existence in Art and Religion." The two statements, value exists and exist- 
ence is a value appear throughout Miinsterberg's "Philosophie der Werte. " 

'Felix Somlo, "Das Wertproblem, " Zeitschrift fur Philosophie unci, Philo- 
sophische KritiTc, 1912, Bds. 145 and 146. 
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It is chiefly in connection with the first form of the value judg- 
ment that the "narrower" conception of value has been developed. 
Thus Somlo, speaking of the two types of value notions, notes that 
the first defines value by referring it to desire or feeling. The 
second, much broader, recognizes absolutely valid values independ- 
ent of any relation to a subject. This is indeed an important 
distinction, and upon this narrower conception the "scientific" 
study of values has usually been based. Value is an attribute of 
objects, but since it is not confined to any particular class of ob- 
jects, there being scarcely any object that can not under circum- 
stances have value, the nature of the predicate is not determined by 
the object, but by its relation to a subject. But while this relational 
concept is generally characteristic of the narrower view, it is, I 
think, not necessarily so. It includes also the conception of value 
which develops out of the second form of the value judgment, namely, 
that which holds values to be qualities of objects independent of the 
subject and for which feeling furnishes merely the requisite sensi- 
bility. Meinong, 8 for instance, holds to this view, at the same time 
characterizing it as the "narrower" and contrasting it with the 
broader view, against which he finds serious objections. The broader 
view, on the other hand, is a development of the substantive form of 
the value judgment. It involves, in the first place, an expansion of 
the value concept to include ideas not ordinarily associated with it in 
popular thought. Thus in contrast to the narrower views which, 
when they speak of value, mean the value of objects (economic, 
ethical, esthetic) and think of this value either as a relation of the 
object to a subject, or as a quality of objects, the broader view speaks 
of existence and truth themselves as values. Value is expanded to 
include validity. As a consequence of this, and in further contrast 
to the narrower views, the question is raised whether value is a form 
of being at all — whether, in fact, existence itself is not a value con- 
cept, and all distinctions in being, value distinctions. Perfectly 
consistent with the narrower view of course are the conceptions 
of the existence of an object or the truth of an idea, having value. 
But that is quite different from the reduction of logical validity to a 
form of value, or saying, with Somlo, for instance, that ultimately 
truth is the only value. 

As to the justification of this expansion of the value concept so 
characteristic of present philosophical thought we need not now 
inquire. It may be that it is wholly unwarranted — an extension 
against which the usages of speech are decisive.' It may be that the 
entire conception of absolute values is an hypostatization, a vicious 

s Meinong, "Fur die Psychologie und gegen den Psychologismns in der 
allgemeinen Werttheorie, " Logos, 1912, "Vol. III. 
9 Meinong, op. cit., p. 13. 



452 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY 

abstractionism that erects relations or qualities into entities. 10 It 
may be, on the other hand, that this second value conception, as 
employed, for instance, by the Neo-Criticism of Rickert and Windel- 
band, has an important place in epistemology. The significant point 
for us is that it is a different conception of value and that to the 
failure to recognize this fact our incoherence on the question of the 
relation of value to reality is chiefly due. 

The primary object of this study is just this problem of the 
relation of value to existence and reality. It is in connection with 
the different conceptions of value — which in turn go back to funda- 
mental forms of the value judgment — that the problem arises. Evi- 
dently this involves the entire question of definition about which 
there has been so much discussion. At the very outset we find this 
distinction between narrower and broader views all-important. 
Thus for the broader view value is generally, and perhaps must be, 
strictly speaking, indefinable. ""We use," says Rickert, 11 "this word 
[value] for an idea that admits of further definition no more than 
being. ' ' Value, he tells us, is itself neither an existent nor an attri- 
bute of existence. Value is simply valid. For the narrower view, 
on the other hand, value is held to be definable as subsumable under 
some category of existence or being. I propose then to consider 
these definitions formulated by the "narrower" view. "What are the 
categories of existence or being under which value may be placed? 
If under none, how is it to be conceived? Is value a quality or a 
relation ? If so, how is it to be differentiated from other qualities or 
relations? Perhaps it is neither. If so, what is it? To these ques- 
tions the present paper will be devoted, mainly, however, as a pre- 
liminary to the more ultimate questions to be considered later. 

II 

It need scarcely be said that an ultimate definition of value is 
concerned only with intrinsic value, all extrinsic or instrumental 
values going back ultimately to concepts of intrinsic value. For 
the narrower view intrinsic value has generally been conceived as 
definable — conceivable as some specific quale or relation. Let us 
now examine these attempts to define value. 

They may be conveniently classified from two points of view, the 
principles of classification crossing one another. In the first place 
value is conceived either (a) as a quality of objects; or (&) as a rela- 
tional attribute, the relation in question being either a relation of the 
object to the desire or feeling of a subject or some unique relation of 

lOMdemann, "Das Erkennen und die Werturteile, " Leipzig, 1910, pp. 
13 and 14. 

""Zwei Wege der Erkentnisstheorie, " Kantstudien, 1909, "Vol. XIV., p. 37. 
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the object to other objects. In the second place definitions of value 
may be divided into psychological or ontological, according as the 
quality or relation in terms of which value is defined is found to be 
subjectively determined or not. 

Let us consider then the relational definitions. As I have said, 
they may be divided into the psychological and ontological. 12 For 
the former, value is a function of the relation of an object to the 
affective-volitional tendencies of a subject; it consists in the ful- 
filment of interest. For the latter, it is determined by relations of 
fitness and harmony and may be defined as fulfilment of any 
tendency. 

In these two forms of the relational definition we find agreement 
as to the genus under which the value relation is to be subsumed, 
namely, fulfilment of tendency, the difference of opinion relating 
to the differentia. This is really the question of subjective or objec- 
tive definitions of value, which we may leave to a later occasion. 
Here we shall confine our attention to the critical consideration of 
the relational aspect. "We shall find, I think, that it involves in 
both its forms a definition in a circle. 

This criticism of circularity has been brought against the defini- 
tion in its subjective form and by representatives of the ontological 
definition themselves (Sheldon). Why, it may well be asked, should 
fulfilment of interest be a good? Why should pleasure confer a 
value? In all such definitions valuableness is already assumed — as 
an intrinsic quality of pleasure or of fulfilment, as the case may 
be. But the circularity of the definition appears in another way. 
The value of an object consists, it is said, in its satisfaction of desire, 
or more broadly, fulfilment of interest. But it is always possible to 
raise further questions which show conclusively that the value con- 
cept is already presupposed. Is the interest itself worthy of being 
satisfied ? Is the object worthy of being of interest ? In other words, 
the fact of intrinsic value requires us to find the essence of value in 
something other than this type of relation. 

For the ontological or cosmological conceptions this "worthiness" 
is to be found only in the objective relations of the object in ques- 
tion to other objects or parts of the universe : relations of harmony 
or teleological dependence. The deduction of value from the con- 
cepts harmony or purpose and end is, however, generally recognized 
as circular in character. Purpose and end presuppose value, not 
value purpose and end. On the other hand, the concept of "har- 
mony" presupposes a whole which itself must have value on some 
other ground if the parts are to have value through relation to the 

i 2 Eepresented in the discussions of the Association by Perry and Sheldon, 
respectively. 
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whole. It is doubtful, however, whether we can ascribe value to the 
whole of reality, whether we can say of such a whole that it is valu- 
able any more than we can say of the whole of matter that it is heavy. 
With the very idea of value is bound up the notion that beyond the 
valued object, or value, is another value, more or less. The idea of 
"totality" seems to be as foreign to the value notion as to the cate- 
gories of fact. 

Sheldon, whose definition we have taken to illustrate the rela- 
tional type, thinks to escape these difficulties by substitution of tend- 
ency for end, thus defining value as fulfilment of any tendency what- 
soever. It is true he looks upon this definition as the result of an 
exhaustive inductive analysis of all cases of value — and I would not 
deny the value and suggestiveness of this study — but the important 
point is that logically it consists merely in the substitution of tend- 
ency for end. Tendency is a purely factual category ; and it is held 
that in defining value in these terms the difficulties that attend the 
other definitions are avoided. Is this so ? 

That this type of definition has peculiar difficulties of its own 
can not be denied. One who holds it must be willing to say not only 
that the light is a value to the tree, but even that the dike is an evil 
to the tide. To me such a way of speaking is simply unintelligible. 
"Whatever meaning it has to others must, it seems to me, be due 
either to a surreptitious personification which can not be overcome, 
and which really imports purpose into the tendency, or to a tacit 
assumption of the value of the whole and the deduction of the value 
of the parts from that of the whole. 

But important though it is, this is not the point I wish to empha- 
size here. I am willing for the sake of argument to admit the purely 
factual, value-free character of "tendency." But that still does not 
save the definition from being circular. For to say that the further- 
ing of a tendency is to that tendency a good is to imply that further- 
ing or fulfilment is in itself a good, and why after all should it be 
so ? I think there can be no doubt that this definition gets its mean- 
ing only from the assumption that fulfilment is better than non- 
fulfilment ; and just as little doubt that this assumption can be ques- 
tioned. In any case value is assumed, the value relation "better 
than" being already assumed in the definition. 

To this it is answered: "Good is no doubt a different notion 
from fulfilment, and therefore appears to contain something not 
authorized in the content of the latter notion. But that is because 
good or value is the relation between the fulfilment (or furthering) 
and the tendency, a relation uniquely and sufficiently determined by 
the two. ' '" I am not able to see that this answer meets the difficulty. 

!3 Sheldon, op. tit., p. 122. This is his reply to the above criticism of his 
definition as made by the present writer in the discussions of the Association. 
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The relation between tendency and its furthering or fulfilment is 
doubtless unique, but that it sufficiently determines the notion good 
must be denied. It appears to do so only because the value notion is 
already imported into the relation — in the assumption that ful- 
filment is better than non-fulfilment. Without this the equating of 
the relation with "good" is meaningless. That the later stages of 
becoming are better than the first can never be more than a ground- 
less pronouncement. 

The fundamental difficulty then with both types of the "rela- 
tional" definition — whether in its subjective form, as fulfilment of 
interest, or in its objective form as fulfilment of tendency — is its 
begging of the value element. This is in principle the argument 
against all deduction of value from factual categories, either psy- 
chological or ontological, and therefore for the indefinability of 
value. 14 In both cases it is really assumed that fulfilment is better 
than non-fulfilment. In the subjective form fulfilment of interest 
equals good, either because it is a special case under this more general 
proposition, or because there is intrinsic value in pleasure as the sign 
of fulfilment of a specific tendency or interest. In the objective form, 
we must either assume this proposition as axiomatic, or else recognize 
that such a definition as Sheldon's really defines merely extrinsic 
values, and that intrinsic value is to be found in some groundless pro- 
nouncement of the better or worse of the tendencies themselves. 
These definitions are supposed to be empirical, but they already 
presuppose an a priori value concept without which the definitions 
would be meaningless. This a priori element we must consider later. 
But it is already clear, at least, that the value notion "better than" 
can not be defined in terms of any non-value relation. 

Ill 

Let us now turn to the second conception of value — that which 
holds it to be an intrinsic quality of objects. This view, though 
the primitive and natural, ordinarily gives way to the relational and 
reappears in a modified form only as a result of the logical diffi- 
culties in the latter. It is represented most conspicuously by Russell 

i* But here I must guard against a misunderstanding. The denial that 
value can ultimately be defined as a relation does not mean that relational defi- 
nitions are not useful. The position taken here is wholly consistent with that 
maintained in my Valuation, etc., in which I seem to define value as affective 
volitional meaning, and in terms of its relation to interest. But I will recall 
that I was concerned with the definition and analysis of the consciousness of 
value, and explicitly said I gave the psychological equivalents of value, value 
itself being, as I have held there and elsewhere, ultimately indefinable. There 
is, I still maintain, no science of values except that built on psychological analy- 
sis, but there is also the axilogical and philosophical problem of value. 
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and Moore and by Meinong in his later position. Meinong is unique 
in attempting to combine a psychological and relational definition 
with a conception of values as qualities. It is, however, a question 
whether this position can be maintained. If values are really quali- 
ties of objects, then they are ultimately not matters of interest at all, 
but qualities of objects for which feeling furnishes the requisite sensi- 
bility. On such a view values subsist just as squareness subsists and 
an emotional subject is in no way necessary to them. 

In considering this view we must at the very outset note a cer- 
tain confusion as to what is referred to when we speak of value as a 
quality of objects. On the one hand, by values is often understood 
such qualities as the good and the bad, the beautiful and the ugly, 
the pleasant and unpleasant, etc. They are qualities like yellow, 
hard, loud, etc. On the other hand, the value quale is characterized, 
often by the same authors (Russell, Meinong) , as that which ' ' ought 
to be on its own account" or "as worthiness to be, or to be of inter- 
est. " It is clear that there is an important difference between these 
two statements of the conception. 

This difference is so important for all that follows that it must 
be made wholly clear. It involves, if I mistake not, an equivocation 
not unlike that involved in the narrower and broader uses of the 
term value. Here the confusion arises in the use of the expressions 
value and values. When we speak of values we mean such qualities 
as the pleasant, the beautiful, the good, etc. When, however, we use 
the expression value, it is not necessarily merely as a general term 
for these qualities; it may also refer to the proposition that the 
object ought to be, to something judged because of these qualities. 
The same ambiguity appears in the term good itself. It is often 
asked, why all this modern talk about value when the old-fashioned 
term, the good, will do just as well? To which the obvious answer 
is, that value includes more than the good and that the good itself, 
in the narrower economic and ethical sense, is in turn subject to 
evaluation. 15 

Now to the point in question. I hold that the two are not iden- 
tical. It is one thing to feel the goodness, beauty, pleasantness of a 
thing ; it is quite another thing to judge that the object ought to be, 
or ought to be so and so. Because they are usually simultaneous in 
experience does not mean that they are inseparable for analysis. An 
illustration will serve to make this point clear. 

Von Hartmann has a striking passage that runs somewhat as 
follows: "The beauty-value of the world abstracts from all reality 
in that it is concerned wholly with esthetic appearance. Prom the 

15 This point is brought out by Bosanquet, ' ' The Principle of Individuality 
and Value," and by Ditrr in his "Grundzuge der Ethik." 
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positive character of this value it follows, no more than from the 
world's value for knowledge, that also as reality, as a sum of objec- 
tive real things, it has a positive value. Suppose the world were a 
paragon of evil, a miscarriage, or a hell, it would still be a value for 
knowledge, and for the artist beautiful even though this were merely 
that the painter might study the light of this hell or the poet sing the 
pains of the damned." 16 I am not concerned here with the truth 
of the philosophy which underlies this passage, but merely with the 
important and necessary distinction between the so-called value qual- 
ities and value in the sense of the proposition that an object ought 
to be or to be so and so. With the writer I hold that, from the 
presence of these qualities, beauty, knowledge-value, etc., the positive 
value of the object itself does not follow. Because the hell is inter- 
esting or beautiful, it does not follow that it ought to be or ought to 
be so. It is perfectly possible for an object to have certain (value) 
qualities and yet as an object have negative value. As an object may 
have its full quota of qualities and the question of its existence or 
non-existence still be left open, so an object may have its full quota 
of qualities, including its so-called value qualities, and we may still 
have to ask whether it ought to be or not. 

To return then to our point. In considering the conception of 
value as a quality, we must distinguish between the two formulations 
of the concept, between value as identified with these qualities and 
value as made equivalent to the proposition that an object ought to 
be on its own account. Let us examine the first view. It has been 
variously stated by different types of thinkers. 

The reality of values it has been said 17 stands or falls with 
the reality of qualities. Values are tertiary qualities and if 
you strip off these there is no reason why you should stop at the 
secondary or primary. "The heavens," it is said, 18 "are blue in no 
other sense than that in which they are beautiful ; the difference lies 
merely in the nature of the subjective content by means of which 
they are apprehended. It is merely the lower efficiency of feeling, 
and not any difference in principle, that prevents us from seeing that 
in the two propositions, the temperature is high and the temperature 
is pleasant, we have really the same type of predication. ' ' 

Against this view which, in its more consistent realistic form, 
makes values subsistents just as redness or squareness, an emo- 
tional subject being in no way necessary for them, the argument 
usually brought is the flat denial of similarity in principle between 
these so-called tertiary and other qualities. Perry, for instance, 

is ' ' Grundriss der Axiologie, ' ' System der Philosophie, Bd. V., p. 8. 
1? Pragmatism, for instance, as represented, by Dewey, this Journal, Vol. 
10, p. 269. 

is Meinong, ' ' Fiir die Psychologie, ' ' etc., p. 12. 
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rehearses this argument in his recent paper. 19 Briefly stated, "the 
attentive effort at localization, whereas it unites the secondary quali- 
ties with the object, dissociates the alleged 'tertiary qualities' and 
tends to unite them with the sentient." But the qualities chosen 
by Perry are singularly inept. "A coveted book, a dull day, a 
boresome meeting, a tiresome place, a hopeful situation" — all these 
adjectives have so definite a reference to modes of the organism that 
it seems curious that he should have labored the point at all. If he 
had gone on with further questions, — Why is the book coveted? Is 
it worthy of being coveted ? A tiresome place ; Why is it tiresome ? 
Ought it to be tiresome 1 — he might have been led to qualities not so 
easily separable from the objects. 

I do not consider, then, that this argument against value as an 
intrinsic quality of objects — in favor of the reduction of it to a rela- 
tion of the object to a mode of the sentient organism — is conclusive. 
Certainly a much stronger case can be made out for the objectivity 
of the tertiary qualities than that against which criticism is usu- 
ally directed, as an examination of the arguments of Landmann- 
Kalischer and Meinong would show. 20 But I will not pursue the 
point further, for it does not seem to me to be the fundamental diffi- 
culty with the conception of value as a quality. I too hold that 
value is not a quality of objects, but my objection to the conception 
cuts much deeper and holds independently of this question of terti- 
ary qualities, — whether they are subjective or objective. It consists 
in the denial of the identity of value with these qualities, uberhawpt. 
In other and more technical terms, value is not a "what" at all, 
either quality or relation. It is a "that." 

I have already noted the conflict of opinion on this point. On 
the one hand, it is said that "value is part of the complex set of ex- 
periences that make up the thing." On the other hand, it is said 
with equal insistence that "value is never part of the nature of any- 
thing." To me the latter seems to be the true position. Just as it 
is perfectly possible to assume a world with all its qualities, details, 
and laws, and then still have to ask whether it exists or not, so we 
may still have to ask whether it has value or not. In the case of our 
imagined hell, for instance, it may have its full quota of qualities, 
including its beauty for the artist or its truth for the scientist (that 
which indeed in one of the ambiguous uses of the word value we may 
call its beauty values, or truth values) , and yet we may say that it 
ought not to be— that it has negative value. The "what" and the 
"that" remain distinct. 

But this does not dispose of the doctrine of value as a quality. 

is Perry, op. tit., p. 153. 
2 " Meinong, op. tit. 
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There is still the second form of the theory. Let us distinguish be- 
tween value and the valuable qualities, between the pleasantness, 
utility, beauty, etc. (whether these qualities be conceived as sub- 
jectively determined or not), and the proposition that the object 
ought to be or ought to be so and so ; can we not still call the latter 
a quale of certain objects? 

It is true that Russell, who interprets the value predicate in this 
sense as equivalent to "that which ought to be on its own account," 
also insists upon the nature of value as a quale. But there seems to 
be an essential contradiction in such a view. Croce has exposed this 
contradiction in a telling form. 21 Take, he says, the value-judgment 
in its usual form, A is as it should be, or negatively, A is as it 
should not be. The first, he holds, is tautology, the second a logical 
absurdity. If A exists, it is already as it should be, for it can not 
be other than it is. From these facts Croce draws the inference that 
the so-called value- judgment is not a judgment at all, but a mere 
expression of feeling. Now, as I shall seek to show later, in con- 
sidering the question of a specific value-judgment, I do not think 
that this inference is justified, but it is certainly true that the criti- 
cism holds if value is a quale. Qualities inhere in objects, since it is 
the quality that makes the object precisely what it is ; the judgment 
of quality presupposes that the thing is not other than it is. But the 
object may have its full quota of qualities without being judged 
valuable any more than existent. Make value equivalent to "ought 
to be" and call this oughtness a quality of being, and the contradic- 
tion is complete. 

We may conclude, then, I think, that value is not a quality as 
conceived in either form of statement. Such qualities as the so- 
called tertiary may be, as the realists maintain, as objective as red or 
warm or sour, and through them we may apprehend that an object 
is valuable, just as through red, or warm, and sour I apprehend an 
existent object. But the apprehension of these "tertiary" quali- 
ties is no more apprehension of the fact that the object ought to 
be than the apprehension of red, warm, etc., is the apprehension of 
the fact that the object is. 

It is one thing to feel these qualities, the good, the noble, the 
beautiful, etc. It is another thing to judge "that the object ought 
to be so," that it is "worthy to be so felt." The latter is the value, 
the former, the qualities felt or desired, merely the "aspects" of the 
object through which the value is apprehended, or because of which 
the object is valued. Value is then not an adjectival predicate, but 
an attributive predicate. Because a thing is called valuable it has 
21 B. Croce, "tlber die so-genannten "Werturteile, " Logos, 191], Vol. I., 
p. 71. 
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no new quality; it is precisely because of its qualities that it is 
valued. Its "what" is raised into the sphere of value just as it 
might be into the sphere of existence. It is a predicate only in the 
sense that existence and truth are predicates. 

IV 

"We have now examined the two attempts to define value charac- 
teristic of the "narrower" view. To the question, is value a quality 
or a relation, we may unhesitatingly answer: ultimately neither! 
Definition in terms of relation, whether in its subjective or objective 
form, is impossible without presupposing the very thing to be de- 
fined. To conceive value as a quality, on the other hand, means either 
a confusion of value with the qualities valued, or tautology and ab- 
surdity. The importance of this negative conclusion for our general 
problem is already evident. For, in assuming that value is a quality 
of being or a relation between existents, value is already subsumed 
under being. The answer to the question of its relation to reality is 
already predetermined. 

"What then is value? Is it definable at all? Does not our con- 
clusion that it is ultimately neither quality nor relation mean that 
it is indefinable? Strictly speaking, yes. For the "broader" con- 
ception, as we have seen, "value admits of further definition no more 
than being. Now, without accepting all the implications of the 
broader view, we may at least recognize that value is an indefinable 
like existence. The value predicate, like the existential, corresponds 
to a notion that we can understand, but not to a concept that we can 
define. If, therefore, not strictly definable in the categories of the 
matter of fact, the value predicate may still be so characterized as to 
show its nature and its relation to being and non-being, our ultimate 
problem. To this task we must now turn. 

There is, we have seen, a third form of the value judgment (A 
is a value) which gives rise to its own characteristic conception of 
value, the substantive. It is not uncommon to speak of this or that 
value as existing (this value is or exists). Value judgments are 
given the appearance of existential. Ordinarily such judgments can 
be further analyzed, and on analysis become simply the proposi- 
tion that such and such an object, having value, exists. To speak of 
value as a substantive is, therefore, held to be an unwarranted hypos- 
tatization of qualities or relations into entities. But this explanation 
scarcely accounts, I think, for this form of the value judgment and 
the substantialization it implies. Back of the tendency lies a concep- 
tion of value as a unique and independent category, a recognition of 
the fact that, as we have already seen, the value predicate is not 
adjectival, but attributive. It adds no new quality to the object (it 
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is indeed because of its qualities or relations that it is valued) ; by 
this predicate its "what" is raised into the sphere of value, as by the 
existential judgment it is raised into the sphere of existence. 

Now there is, as any one familiar with the subject will know, a 
view of value which finds it to be just such an ultimate category. 
For this view it is hard to find a name. One finds it with varied 
philosophical shadings in the most varied philosophical quarters. If, 
however, we make use of the now widely recognized distinction be- 
tween object and objective, we may perhaps call it the theory of 
value as an objective, or specific form of objectivity. The name 
itself is unimportant, but it will be found useful, I think, in distin- 
guishing this view from other possible conceptions. 

For the characterization of this view three points are sufficient: 
(1) Value is ultimately indefinable in the terms or categories of 
matter of fact — as object, or quality, or relation; (2) the judgment 
of intrinsic value, that an object ought to be, or to be so and so, 
on its own account apprehends an ultimate and irreducible aspect of 
objects; (3) this value is itself not a quale of some objects, but is a 
form of objectivity, in contrast with being and existence. "Over 
against the the world of mere objects as such are the categories of 
being and value, all-inclusive categories of the world." On these 
simple but fundamental points we find a number of students of value 
in agreement. 22 It is true what seems to be a serious point of di- 
vergence immediately appears. For some, value is that which ought 
to be; for others, that which ought to be acknowledged. But for our 
present point the difference is not serious. The former is, I think, 
more ultimate than the latter, and, as will appear in the sequel, im- 
plied by it. 

To some such conception of value all thoroughgoing reflection 
must, I think, ultimately be led. On the basis of these three points 
let us now seek to develop the theory of the value-objective. Our 
negative conclusions — that value is neither a thing, a quality, nor a 
relation — creates a strong presumption in its favor, but there are 
also positive reasons. I will content myself here with but two points. 

Our first point consists in emphasizing the verbal form of the 

22 Thus thinkers differing as widely as Simmel and Baldwin, Rickert and 
Cohen. For Simmel ("Philosophie des Geldes" and "Einleitung in die Philo- 
sophic") existence and value (das Sollen) are ultimate and all-inclusive cate- 
gories of the world of objects as such. For Baldwin, the "presupposition of 
existence" and the "postulate of value" are coordinate forms of objectivity 
that emerge in the genetic progression of experience. Cohen and others seek 
to give this objectivity a name — to characterize it in fact as a type of being. 
Cohen describes it as "a type of being, the nature of which is to be for will," 
Marbe calls it "imperative existence." On the other hand, Rickert, and those 
of similar views, while insisting upon the unique objectivity of value, also 
insists that it is neither a determination of being nor a form of being. Values 
are not, but are merely valid. 
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"value judgment." The notion of intrinsic value, as all attempts to 
render it have shown, can be expressed only in the propositions that 
the object ought to be or ought to be so and so on its own account 
(or what amounts to the same thing is worthy to be, or to be so and 
so on its own account) . Such phrases do not define value, as we have 
seen. For one who has not felt it it is as little definable as existence 
and truth; it can be understood only by relating it to being and 
non-being. In the value judgment we apprehend a "that," not a 
"what." 

But it may be asked : Can oughtness be applied to objects at all ? 
Can we say of objects that they ought to be? Kant, for instance, 
insisted that for objects, things, there could be no Sollen for they 
simply are and have no ear for an imperative. But certainly there 
is a misunderstanding here. Of many things we can say that they 
ought to be, when it would be wholly absurd to think that this 
notion involved a command to any person or group of persons. Even 
of things that have already happened, of the necessity of which we 
do not doubt, we may say that they should have been otherwise. The 
imperative is but a special case of the category "ought to be" or 
perhaps even better, a means by which value or oughtness is realized 
or carried over into reality. 

In the value judgment, then, we apprehend a "that" — that an 
object ought to be. Now, as is well known, it is just this "that," 
this dass construction, which for Meinong, to whom we owe the 
empirical distinction between objects and objectives, is the sign of 
an objective. Thus the analysis of any existential judgment (e. g., 
that the prisoner committed the offense) leads to a clear-cut distinc- 
tion between the object upon which the judgment is passed, in this 
case the prisoner, and that which is judged about him, that he did 
commit the offense. As has been pointed out, the distinction is par- 
ticularly clear in the case of true negative existential judgments. 
Suppose I say, "no disturbance of the peace has taken place," and 
suppose that statement is true. Now every true statement gives us 
knowledge of something. But what is the something known in this 
judgment ? It might be said that we are given knowledge of the dis- 
turbance of the peace. But can we say that the judgment gives us 
knowledge of the disturbance of the peace when the intention of the 
judgment is to deny that such a disturbance has taken place at all? 
That of which the judgment gives us knowledge is that no disturb- 
ance of the peace has taken place, an objective. 

The usefulness as well as the validity of this distinction will, I 
think, not be seriously contested. Is it applicable to the value judg- 
ment also ? 23 

2 3 Throughout this discussion the fact of a distinctive value judgment is 
assumed. The objections to this view will be met in the next article. 
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It is clear, I think, that here also a similar distinction must be 
made. Take the form to which every judgment of intrinsic value 
may be reduced. A ought to be on its own account, or A is as it 
ought to be. Of what does such a judgment give me knowledge ? Of 
the object A1 Certainly not, for in many cases at least it is implied 
in the very judgment itself that the object is not known. If I say 
that perfect happiness is a good or ought to be, not only is the object 
not known, but it is not known whether it is possible or not. Per- 
haps then the judgment gives me knowledge of a quality of some 
objects, the quality of oughtness. But we have already seen the 
contradictions that ensue when oughtness is conceived as a qual- 
ity. Even more important is the recognition that it gives me knowl- 
edge, not of a "what," but of a "that," a unique relation of the 
object to being and non-being. 

"Well, then, may we not say that the value judgment in so far 
as it is judgmental, in so far as it gives me any knowledge at all, 
gives me knowledge of existence or non-existence? The presence of 
the verb to be in the value-judgment indicates, it is true, that an 
objective is in some way implied or apprehended. This is Meinong 's 
position when he says that it is objectives, not objects, that are 
valued. I desire not the object, but that the object shall exist or not 
exist. I value not the object, but the fact that the object exists or 
does not exist. Croce, in criticizing this concept of the value-judg- 
ment, says, "that an existential judgment is presupposed in so-called 
value judgments is beyond doubt, but one must not confuse the con- 
dition with the conditioned." Now it may be that knowledge of 
being and non-being is implied in the value judgment, but it is cer- 
tain that this is not what the judgment itself gives me knowledge of. 
I agree with Croce that we must not confuse the condition with the 
conditioned. My point, in fact, is this : without a relation of ' ' ought 
to be" (the equivalent of intrinsic value) with being and non-being, 
value can not indeed be understood, but in order to know that an 
object ought to be or is as it ought to be, it is not necessary to know 
whether the object is or is not. The apprehension of intrinsic value 
is independent of the apprehension of the existence or non-existence 
of the object. 

Let me illustrate. I can very well say that an object ought to be, 
or is as it ought to be, whether it actually exists or does not exist. 
There is tautology or contradiction here only if we think of value 
as a quality. Of things that have happened we may say that they 
should not have been, although desire and wish are futile. Of 
objects that are not, it is not meaningless to say that they ought or 
ought not to be, even when it is not yet known whether they will 
exist or not. But we may go further. I hold that intrinsic value 
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is equally applicable to objects of which it is not known whether 
they can exist or not. Of perfect happiness or perfect justice we 
may conceivably know that they ought to be when it is not known 
whether they are possible or not. I am inclined to believe also that 
not even the subsistence of an object is necessary to its value, but 
this point I shall leave for a later part of the discussion. 

It is then not being or non-being that the value- judgment as such 
gives me knowledge of, but of something wholly different, that an ob- 
ject ought to be or ought not to be. The inference from this is ob- 
vious. Always remembering that valuation is judgmental, that it 
does give me knowledge of something; and remembering, secondly, 
that it is neither a relation of object to subject nor a quality of the 
object, we seem forced to conclude that it is a unique and independ- 
ent objective. Value does not presuppose an objective, but is an 
objective. Between these two statements the difference is all-im- 
portant. 

V 

This somewhat technical argument has been, perhaps, unduly ex- 
tended, but it seemed necessary, not only for our present point, but 
for its bearings upon later positions. If, however, the argument is 
sound the consequences are of considerable importance. All at- 
tempts to determine the relation of value to reality start with some 
definition of value — either as a unique quality or a relation, as some 
determination of being. It follows that if these conceptions are 
unsound the theories based upon them must fall. On the other hand, 
if value is a wholly unique and irreducible form of objectivity, lying 
between being and non-being, but itself not a form of being, the 
problem of the relation of value to reality takes on a new form. 

What this relation is, is yet to be determined. The conclusion 
of importance here is that value is not a form of being. It is, to be 
sure, extremely difficult to hold fast to this conception of value as 
pure, as a unique form of objectivity, containing no element of being. 
It is contrary to our ordinary ways of thinking. As we find reality 
intolerable without raising it to the sphere of value, so we find it 
equally difficult to think value without reducing it to some form of 
being. Out of this way of thinking arise all the confusions which 
furnished the starting-point of our study and the consideration of 
which will occupy us in the sequel. 

There have been many attempts to give this unique objective a 
name, to reduce it to some form of being. Thus Marbe speaks of 
value as "imperative existence," Cohen describes it as a unique form 
of being, "being for will." In these attempts to do justice to the 
nature of value as ultimately an objective, and at the same time to 
recognize its relation to an emotional subject that can not be elimi- 
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nated, certain problems are indicated which still remain to be solved. 
But this at least may be said. We must hold fast to our conclusion 
that value is neither a determination of being nor a form of being. 
Existence for a subject, being for will, remain "pseudo existence." 
The feeling of value exists, the relation between the value and the 
emotional subject subsists, but value itself, if we must have a term, 
is merely "valid." On the other hand, it seems equally fatal to 
interpret the objectivity of value by recourse to an over-individual 
subject or will. We are then back in the difficulties of the relational 
definition. Eickert complains that Miinsterberg in deducing value 
from an over-individual will does not wholly escape "psychologism," 
and the claim is, I think, well-founded. But it is not certain that 
the criticism does not affect his own position also. For over-indi- 
vidual obligation is either a term like round squares, or else it is a 
relation between an existent self and an object. You can not lift 
the relation of obligation out of the sphere of existence merely by 
calling it over-individual, nor can you transcend psychology merely 
by prefixing to it the name transcendental. It seems better frankly 
to recognize value as a unique objective not reducible to being in any 
form. How it is related to being and reality is a problem we have 
yet to attempt to solve. 

Wilbur M. Urban. 
Trinity College. 



FACT, DEFINITION, AND CHOICE 

TO err is human, but nature is above deceit. Let the issue then 
be tried out in practise; whenever one has a matter to verify 
let it be put to the test of experiment. This has always seemed sound 
method so often as man, wearied with seeking truth in the innermost 
self, has turned to put his questions to the world about him. Too long 
has man's mind played the sphinx, says this faith. Interrogate a 
deity which can not play you false, which can be called upon to 
answer every riddle which concerns itself. Wise is he who knows 
how to turn the lofty unconcern of nature to satisfy his human 
cravings. 

But is there, after all, as some would say, a type of judgment that 
can never be made an experimental issue ? The wisdom which coun- 
sels us to bow to nature's hard inflexibility is not the wisdom which 
concerns us here. Is there any class of facts which can never take us 
unawares? Are there cases where the issue of experience can never 
yield the unexpected? 

The chasm between nature and man's will does not yawn quite so 
wide when one has understood that facts are not as rigid as they 



